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IN RE: Ioxccp. Inc.
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Map 100G. Group A, tirl Map IIIPLLG,
Parcels 26111. 27Th <.ln & 201 SI. 001
IriLlusInal Property
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I NI 1 DECISION ‘NJ ORUER

S?,tcciierLt il lie t

The subject property is preseotl’ al Lied in tile ailvgite at 52.456,3 I It 3’ NC! J ,rtli iii

exhibit A.

An appeal has heeti tiled oil behaifofihe prtlcrtv WFLCr "jill the Stale

Lqualiiai;nii. ‘Ihe utitk’rsiuncd adtuiiu>irnlivc’judgc conducted a heat rig In iIi rn;LIIcr

April 2<’. 2006 in Clinton. Tennessee. ihe taxpawr was represented by David S laker,

Vice President, Metals. The assessor of properlY. yen1011 .oiig. was re1,recnti b N. ia

Yeno sisILLIlt tinR Attorney.

FINIINisOF -ACE ANIii>l.._sftNS OF LAW

Subjcct propert’ consists ofa 15.9 acre tact improved with four 41 prefabricated

steel frame buildings locale] at Flini and Franklin Roads iii Oak Ridge. Tennessee. Subject

properly’’ titill/eLl for radioactive llJICFL:lI plocessilig.

he taxpayer ClIteIltL’LJ hat ‘abject propezl should lie’ alued at 6K2,tlll4l which

repreents the value oftlic land on". In support ofthis position, the taxpayer offered proof

to shot’ that it was aetualh paid SI .650000 to take title to die properly on July I Ii 04 by

Aniericari lcolty Corp. lie ;nriLer LSSCt1C&I that subject IllllIteIllL’rlIs have 111 iiiarket

value because of residual radioactive contamination that it is estimated will eLts! -2.6IL{itt

to remediale. Met-cover, the taxpayer introduced excerpts from an appraisal report WItch

valued a , milar fac lily across the ireer that has no contami nation at SI .210.011 its li

August 1114, FirmIl’, tile Iaxpaet’ rioted that it dc not even CaITY insurance cii 11w

buildings.

The taxpayer concisely summarized its position in the - losing’ portion ofils tax

lppt*.,l sulliniJiry cillecti’ L- cliihit I r folloytN:

* ‘Ilie real property itsclfhas a negati’ c ilue.

* Toxco operates a small radioactjve processing business Oil the proi,eriv
which earned a net oiapproximatelv 5350,000 in CI 105 so the



hus’EIiess has value only as longasa radioactive processhiz bustncss
resides 00. the real nrofly.

‘Iocr ccl that a $nS’ HIM ;isscsLTieurt kl’iud :q is reasonable
riiJcriiTg he negati’c value LII lie real property illipriLveflierits wiili

the considera6ou luff very narrow focusc bLISI ness can operate there
with a no live cash Qow. - - -

[EinphasLs iii Oncinal

rite asNessir contended that uIijccl propcrr shuuld remain valued at .S21S3iI. In

su iport ol this sil ion, the cost apprtaclr as surnmari7ed In lie properly record Lard Was

introduced into evidence. Die assessor esser]tially maintained that the current use of subject

properl ctIbtituies the hi gliest and hesi Li ‘C Ufll ‘upports a value iii use appraisal of

lhrr l,as is ol valuation as statl in en rIcsee ode Annotated Seer In 67-5-60 a

I.

that [t]he value ofall property shall he ascertained from the evidence ofils sound. intrinsic

and immediate .alue. cr puiposc.S ofsale heIvccii i willing sellerand a williiie buyer

without consiulerairuni ofpecuIative ‘:‘Iucs Ic nfl. ‘ode Ann. 67-5-602. in U’’’’.

provides in pertinent part a fol lo’:

a. in detenni fling the value of all propc.ri of every k i rid, the
ssesor dm11 be gLLidCd I’. iil til!owjj,c instrucuLlills pf. the
a! ru I ate asses ru en t manuals issued by ti LII VSi I fbi
property assessments and aputoved by the state hoard of
equalization.
b For detennining the value ofreal property, such manuals
shall provide for consideration of the flillui’v lug actors:

I I oc;rliori:
Current use:

I Whether income bearing or lion-income hearing:
t Zoning restrictions on use
5 legal esli’rclTOnH oil use:
6 .‘urnlahilitv ol’ aucr eIectric,c. uas. secr.

sired ilitim. and iI!Ier municipal .ser’iccs:
7 N;,tunil productivity ofthe soil, except that the value

ofgrowing crops shall not be added to the value of
the laud. As used in this gubdi’ is ion eIols’
includes trees; and

I All oilier tcitr and evidence of "a lue gencrall
recoenizeLl b’ a1i1,raisel’s as bear,,ig otu lie sound.
intrilusie and immediate economic value at the
ithe of aswssmcnt.

lErphasis supplietlJ

The State ol l’ennessce Asscsn CI it Manual 1972. of CoUTe. constitute’ the

assessment manual referred loin Tenn. ode Ann. 6’-5-602. The manna] provides in

pertinent part on age A I- s fl 4



VA’ [F IN SF VS VALUE IN LI I.Ail

the one point conunon to all definiti 115 of market value is the
presutitpliiI ola sale Or c,cliLLIlne ttthe pro1iL’Ltv. lithe
pioperl Is Ithe Ivpe commonly houJit and sId ii the market.
tilt-ti the Si] hiective Concept of I ut prevai 1s and weight is given
to value indicators derived from the jtrnx3et,’l’hus. i!ue in
exchange is the basis or cstimiiaitiiig market value.

Ira pwperiy * special deiw, or roe, and is oI’tFie
type not commonly bouclir OF soil in he market, then the
objeemi concept of value prevails and other lietliods of
estimating value must be formulated Under a situation of this
nature, the property is useliji to the present owner and is of a
functiommal dLSi gil ir its panic Li ar usc. However, it hay a ye
1111k Jt;IIIV, utility to buyers rtiinaril tnrniin the real eate
ii arket. i risci I cci I the property N said to have a ‘:11 ‘c in
use as opposed to value in cxc FiLrlue. l’he value 01 such special
puipose property i,s generally estimated on the basis of
depreciated replacement cost.

ii phasis Suppi icl I
I Tic adininisrrattivjudge iin1N that the threshold issue hicIi mnust lie aLkkessetI

concerns the highest and best use ofsubieci propenv. ‘l’he administrative judge finds that no

dispute appears to exist hat radioactive p-ccss In cOrl,stitu tes the highest and best use of

siileet pp perly

tie adju i Iii trative j ucigc fmds that the ] IC t j ‘sue to be decided coticci I, whether:

subjcc.t property should be valued in exchange as contended by the taxpayer or in use as

contended by U IC a es r of propenv, .. s previousi. indicated, the Teniiessee . ssessmenl

Manual 1iIR jIL’s or a’ due in cisc appraisal when a properly li tita highly spial

design If usc, and 2 ot lie t l not coilliflonly bought or sold iii the market. The

administrativejudge firnis that subject property satisfies both reqiliremeiits. ‘ftc

utriiinistrati L’jLLctCe utds thai the above-t1uotcci IaneLLaIULy from tile ta.’1xivers ‘clisicig’

pofliuil sifits exhibit [‘t illustn,res subject propefly’s special LI5C and limited maiket.

Based upon the forcgainu. die administrative judge finds’ suhiect propertY should he

valued in use rather than in CXC.E1aFIC. The administrati.ejuIue fii,tlc that the assessor has

valued subjec I property is use whereas lie I aix payer seek,s Ri val ic the i niprovernents in

exchange, Accordiim v. the adniiuis tnitivc judge pods I Fiat the Lessor S aipprai sal should

he aftnned.

ORDER

It therefore RIFRll that the vailucs and as-scssmiieilts sd forth in exhibit A ire

hereby adopted for tax ear 2005.

It is FURTHER ORDERED that ally applicable heating costs be assessed pursuant to

Teiiii. Code Ann. § T.5-l5IlId and State Board olEqualization Rule 0600-I-. Ii



Pursuant to the I niform .Adrninilrativc Procedures Act. Tenn. Code .-nni. tj 4-5-

311 32.TL’EIIIIRJ Ann. 67-5-17W anLI the Ruks ,llrlteicd lse Procedure oIthe

Equalizalion, the panics arL* lIVNLtI

.. party nay appeal this drei sirI

Coiil]IlLswzI pursuant lo lean. ode

or the ontested Case I ‘reefttLre

lennesee Cotle Aririouiel il-S-I

filed within thirty 30 days from

Ride 1600- l-.12 of the Contested

hqualizatnn pnvides that the

ofilie lUIIu’’illieIllL,ciLeN:

and order to the Assessment Appeals

Aim. § 67-5-i 501 and Rule 0610-I- 2

1 tile Sr.ito Board of Eqiialintiiiii.

SrleI llii, iJe that an ij,jiciI "must be

the date the initial decisiom is sent.’

Case I rocedures of the S Lie Board of

he filed with Nxrcuti e Secjvt,rv at

the Slate Board and that the appeal ‘identify he allegedly erroneous

findings of fact and/or conelusion of law in the initial order"; or

2 A parIv may pelilioTi hr reconsideiarinri ofthis decision and order pursuant to

lerin, ‘&Ic Ann 4.l7 within hlflceri i*. I Sr tll vi he en’r I tile aider.

he petition for recoti ideration mut ‘ate tile speci ic grOlJ I uI 9011 wlnc

relief is requested. The filing of a petition for reconsideration is not a

JIJtJuisile Iir scckjina adminiistrativc orjucliei;iJ re’ iew; or

A party may petition br a stay ot elI liyerLess ii this Iceision aiid order

pursuant iLl ]enn. Code Ann. § 4-5-316 within sc en { 7 days of the e’iIr of

the order.

Ihi order cIoc. not hecunie final until In oltiLial eeniifieirc is* is’tIel by liii

Asscsiiiciil Appeals Conhlilissiril. Official certitie;rtes Lic normally issued c’ent-tive

75 day> aller the enrt-v ofthc initial decision arid order Inn paiN has appealed.

EN!] l lIE this 12th day of May, 2006.

MARKi MINS
ADMINISTRATIVE JtDGE
FENIIsSFL DEI’ARI ILNl OF STATE
ADIIIslRAllVI PROCI:ln ldS lvJION

C: Mr. David S. Eaker
N. Jay Yenuer, Fsq.
nl0I1 Loii sesor of Property

St;ite ft’iicI

I
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EXHIBIt A

Land improvement I
Parcel Vii ‘c I LIC fl VaitLe I ;‘‘ci ii cii $

lO0I_A_ILOci_25 112300 304300 41jal 166.6-40

100G-A-lOOG26 2263tLU 904,6X I,13ft6iI 4224

I00i-t- !0ia-27 L4Ri kl 4{fl 7

l00G-A-WUG-2i 138,000 594,000 732000 2’41.XLH

I’l00G-A-lLJKi-29 !I,70t

__________

_454$0

,2OOL I.K04,.1LLO 34X6.uci IY43C}


